While examining the impact of some cultural factors on the behaviour of employees in Indian organization, the article discusses how these factors could be taken into account in developing appraisal systems. The Indian social environment tends to emphasize concepts of self, loyalty, regard for authority, interpersonal behaviour, etc., differently from those of the West. An understanding of this difference would be relevant for developing administrative systems for India.
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There has been much discussion among executives in private and public enterprises on the ineffectiveness of the appraisal system now being used in Indian organizations. The Bureau of Public Enterprises initiated a project a few years ago to study the appraisal systems in selected enterprises in India and abroad. There appears to be no universal appraisal pattern in use even among the selected enterprises, and each system has both satisfactory and unsatisfactory features.
This paper argues that in spite of weaknesses and difficulties in devising and operating a good appraisal system, there is no substitute for it for gaining systematic knowledge about individual employees. As we cannot ignore the system, we have to examine how it can be improved. Here I have briefly reviewed the difficulties in designing and operating an appraisal system, discussed some relevant aspects of the behaviour of employees in India based on the cultural milieu, and examined, speculatively, the influence of this behaviour on the design and operation of appraisal systems in Indian organizations. The paper focuses on supervisory and managerial positions.
Experience in industrialized countries suggests that the performance appraisal system is necessary in spite of the efforts to replace it with MBO. The important difference between MBO and the appraisal system is that the one relates primarily to the organizational tasks and the other to the individual as a person. The two are not identical. An individual may fall down on a job in one situation and do exceedingly well in another job in another situation or perhaps in the same job in a different situation. If the management is concerned with search for talent and committed to promotion from within, it can hardly avoid an appraisal system, notwithstanding the considerable number of difficulties in appraising individuals.
The need for an appraisal system is even greater in high technology-based industries like the public sector enterprises where the individual initiative to learn and to adjust to the requirements of changing technology is greater, and upon this adjustment depends the stability and growth of the enterprise.
It is reported that several organizations that combined performance appraisal with MBO were obliged to reintroduce the performance appraisal system (Rowe; Patz), setting out the proposition that the management has to seek improvements in the operation of the appraisal system and not replace the system itself.
Problems
Traditionally three problem areas are identified in performance appraisal: technical problems relating to developing the system; problems relating to the appraiser; and problems relating to the appraisee.
Briefly the technical aspect of developing a performace appraisal system is to develop measures for the work assigned to individuals, the strengths and weaknesses of the individuals, and the reliability of these kinds of data for comparing the employees engaged upon a vast variety of jobs. Arriving at these measures is difficult because the past performance of the individual is a result of many situational, environmental, and personality factors. Judgements relating to success and failure attributable to the individual alone are often difficult to make, especially in borderline cases between outstanding and very good and between good and average. This individual contribution is difficult to isolate in supervisory and managerial jobs, and quantifiable measures for a great part of managerial tasks are therefore difficult to develop. Hence, there is the need for alternatives that might allow measures for the total as against the part job.
It is clear that the performance appraisal system cannot serve any useful purpose unless the organization is able to generate relevant data about the incumbent's performance on the job and contribution of the individual in that job. As it is difficult to generate such data in the supervisory and managerial positions except through personal contact between the evaluator and the evaluatee, the frequency and nature of contact between the two has to be relied on to a considerable extent. The usefulness of the data also depends on the relationship between the evaluator and the evaluatee and the fairness of judgement of the former.
Keeping these factors in view, several types of appraisal systems have been developed. McGregor has suggested that the superior and subordinate should agree on what the subordinate should achieve and the evaluation should be based on what is in fact achieved, also taking into account the reasons for failure to achieve some of the agreed tasks. There are several variations of this approach in developing the appraisal system, notably from Huse, Brown, and others (Whisler) . A feature common to all these systems is that both the superior and the subordinate have knowledge of the measures to be used for evaluating the subordinate's work, and in most cases these measures can be applied with equal facility and understanding by both. As quantifiable elements in supervision and managerial tasks are few, the evaluator and the evaluatee should develop an understanding of the qualitative aspects of the work some of which thus become measurable.
Inclusion of the non-quantifiable aspects of managerial performance in the appraisal system is important because most managerial tasks are directional and administrative in a vastly interdependent network of work roles and do not yield to straight quantitative measures. If there is not a clear understanding of the criteria of measurement, the qualitative measures may lead to misunderstanding and bitterness in interpersonal relationships, widening the areas of distrust at different levels of the organization.
Designing a performance appraisal system cannot be a mechanical exercise. The designer has to answer satisfactorily questions of the following kind : Does the organization need an appraisal system to aid human judgement, or is it being sought under the impression that the system could substitute human judgement, thereby reducing the responsibility of the superior in evaluating his subordinates ?
Is there minimum trust and confidence between the superiors and the subordinates whereby the disgruntled employees are at least able to approach their superiors to express their feelings ? Does the top management understand the strengths and weaknesses of the system and is it willing to give the time and attention to operate and improve the system ?
The effectiveness of the appraisal system depends on the overall environment of the organization. In one organization, for example, the employees had a strong feeling that officers were promoted on the basis of regional and caste considerations. The top management felt certain that this was not the case. To prove this contention the officers' association showed the percentage of promotions during the past three years from the regional group; the top management showed that as a percentage of the total employee force this regional group had about the same percentage of promotions as others, and what was more, the record of performance of those promoted was superior to that of others. The appraisal system for officers was under severe attack in this organization. Generally, the top management came in close touch socially with their own regional group and knew more about them than about others. The performance reports being satisfactory, knowledge of the individual became a factor in their selection. During prolonged discussions, the officers' association and the management agreed that the appraisal forms should be revised. It is unlikely that this step would solve the problem in this organization because treatment is sought for the wrong disease.
In another organization there were differences among the members of the top management on most cases of promotion to senior positions. Decisions were delayed and ulterior motives were suspected by each group that
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supported the candidature of its nominee. Due to delay in decision making and constant pressure on the top management to decide on issues, the management concluded that a revision in the appraisal forms was necessary and commissioned a specialist group to undertake the task.
The two examples mentioned here are typical of many large Indian organizations. Diagnosis of and corrective action in various problems in human organization are influenced partly by lack of self-awareness on the part of decision makers and partly by the inherent difficulties in the Indian environment .militating against people functioning as teams of peers. Here, the emphasis is placed on two interdependent conditions for effective use of appraisal systems : 1) the necessity to examine several other characteristics of managerial environment besides the appraisal system and 2) using the appraisal system as a tool for managerial judgement but not as a substitute for it.
In defining the various components of the appraisal system and implementing it to bring about a common understanding of the definition among evaluators, there are several problems. No guidelines or manuals, however well written, are able to impart the objectivity that is an assumption of the system. Developing common perception of factors and bringing about objective assessment are among the important issues that the designers of the system have rightly to emphasize, even if results must vary according to the evaluator's perception of how the top management uses appraisal forms for decisions about individuals and the importance it gives to their ratings.
The appraiser also has personal problems of judging other people. Assuming the role of God (McGregor) or accepting the responsibility for being a judge for the future of another person causes severe anxiety for some people (Dayal, 1969) . The tendency to complete the appraisal forms at the last minute when they are due and to treat the entire process casually may well be necessary to relieve the anxiety of the evaluator in the role of a judge. Often serious-ness is imparted to the appraisal system when representation of a case of non-promotion is being discussed or the officers' associations question the management's promotion policy. Then the negative aspects of the appraisal system get emphasized because the questioning of the appraisal system arises from individual or collective grievances. In such situations the parties invariably pin their hopes on a device that might help to reduce the discord between the two parties, and the innocent victim chosen for this role is often the appraisal system. Thus the context of revising the appraisal system is negative.and employees evaluate its effectiveness or otherwise in terms of how it affects their own careers in the organization.
The appraisee's perspective is mainly how he is recognized in the organization and how his career growth compares with others. The criteria he uses for these comparisons are based on his judgement of what should be rightly considered for evaluation. Rarely are the criteria used by individuals explicit. Rather, they are based on some personal experiences, comparison with other employees, or corridor impressions about fairness or otherwise of the superior officer. The superior invariably finds it difficult to discuss these factors because he cannot often refer to other individuals with the aggrieved officer, or because he does not perceive the relevance of the officer's data for evaluation even if the data were explicit. The appraisee's dissatisfaction is often difficult to deal with adequately, and in few situations and in rare organizations do discussions on such grievances lead to healthy understanding between the superior and the subordinate. Invariably the discussion leaves an employee with the feeling that the superior is arbitrary in his judgement and his decision must be accepted because he is the boss. It leaves the superior frustrated because the subordinate is unable to see how objective his judgement is. Failure in persuading a person about his appraisal may be due to the inadequacy of the appraisal system or lack of counselling skills of the appraiser. It can also be due to the cultural features of the Indian situation.
Counselling has hardly been successful in any organization in my knowledge in spite of systematic training given to managers. In classroom situations, participants show considerable skill in counselling; but in the actual work situation, they have rarely succeeded in making their subordinates understand their weaknesses or agree on what they need to do to improve their performance. Many chief executives, who are competent in interpersonal relations, have failed in counselling their subordinates in these matters. Even the professionals with experience in interpersonal and group dynamics have found it difficult to convince their colleagues as to what improvements are necessary in their research proposals or writings. Indians find it singularly difficult to accept uncomplimentary judgement.
The Indian Social Ethos
Certain characteristics of Indian employees appear to have direct relevance to designing appraisal systems in Indian organizations. The cultural differences between the Indian employee and the Western employee suggest certain important differences both for the design and for the operation of appraisal systems.
The data derived for identifying characteristics here are based primarily on two sources : personal observation of behaviour as researcher, consultant, and manager, and some psychological and anthropological studies on India.
1
Broadly the characteristics relevant to the discussion in this article are :
1. Except the "highly Westernized" officers, who are invariably at the top levels, Indians do not evaluate their performance as individuals, but as members of an identifiable group. The identification may be based on the year of joining the organization, seniority, performing similar jobs, or any other criteria.
Anthropological data suggest that individuals in our families are treated not as individuals but as members of the family. Deviant behaviour on the part of an individual may call for reprimand but rarely does it call for denying the belongingness to the family except when the code of the community is strongly violated. In the latter case, the rejection is a public affair and has rituals attached to the action, and it is not a private punishment. This may be the reason why legal procedures of discipline in industry involving charge sheet, inquiry, and other elaborate systems seldom produce corrective behaviour. The concept of individual punishment, as it is accepted in the West, may have less meaning than social sanctions provided they do not question the belongingness of the individual.
The individual is referred to and introduced as belonging to such and such a family. His identity, recognition, and the social status depend upon his family or the position he holds in the community, but not on himself. In social gatherings in Calcutta, for example, people were introduced as so and so from such and such a firm. The status given to the individual depended on the status the organization had in that environment, but not on the person as an individual.
Many government servants are referred to by their designations long after they have been promoted or retired. In the district, for instance, we were often introduced to the deputy saheb (deputy collector) by designation and not by name. Long after he has left the district, the stories about him refer to the deputy saheb even though he may be a secretary to the Government of India. The new bride is called the daughter-in-law of the household and not daughter-in-law or wife of such and such. The domestic servants in the cities introduce other servants from their village as their relations. Persons from the same village are often introduced as brothers and those who come from neighbouring villages are cousins and the like. Again they introduce themselves as belonging to this family or that, or to the panchayat, but rarely as individuals.
The old tradition of punishing the total village for a certain misdeed is perhaps far more in line with the expected norms of the Indian society than the rational-legal basis (for correcting individual behaviour) that is used in management. The entire family faced censure from the community for the misbehaviour of an individual unless the family also publicly renounced the individual and severed its connections with him.
The notions of belongingness and community code may have greater relevance in administration in India than the model standing orders, tripartite code of conduct, etc. The acceptance of appraisal by the individual may perhaps depend upon how the community sees the appraisal system and less on the technical efficiency of the system itself.
This may be the reason why seniority has such a premium in most organizations and even those who preach promotions by merit protest when someone junior to them is promoted. It is a letdown for the individual in his community. His failure is not as an individual but as a member of his community, which could be an extended family, a peer group, or the larger community, i.e., the failure goes far beyond his work environment and has deeper social meaning for him.
2. Promotion is seen to be a reward for and recognition of loyalty to the superior as much as for achievement at work.
Relationship and organizational performance are generally not separated; loyalty has more positive meaning both for the superior and the subordinate. Visiting the home of the . superior, doing personal chores for his family, sending him delicacies cooked in one's home, etc., are the most common manifestations of this kind of relationship.
If personal loyalty is not encouraged or not rewarded in the organizational context, the officers have difficulty in adjusting to the superior and they feel uncertain, and nonrecognition of this relationship makes them either dejected or hostile to the superior.
Organizational tasks are performed with greater enthusiasm when they are based on person-person than role-role relationships. If the superior withdraws his favours, a great deal of uncertainty is created among the subordinates. These relations impose special social obligations on the superior in so far as he must attend festivals, ceremonies, and share food with them irrespective of his engagements elsewhere. For the subordinate too, a change of superior has greater personal meaning than it might have in organizations in the West.
A highly competent personal assistant to the chief executive was transferred to a new assignment. He spent many days worrying whether he had fallen out of favour because the chief executive had not called him to discuss personal matters as he used to do before. When he could not bear the ambiguity of the situation, he went to the chief and asked him a direct question about it so as to be reassured that he was still in favour. He did not accept that the change in his role from personal assistant to another trusted executive position should change person-person relationship. It took him a great deal of time and reassurances to fully accept his new role. This is one of many instances I have known.
In one organization the complaints of arrogance and indifference from officers against the No. 2 chief executive were common because he emphasized organizational tasks more than visits to his home. This executive had lived abroad for many years and used work as the criterion of achievement. When he assumed charge as chief executive, he had to become more concerned about personal relationships to counter pressures from all quarters. He needed a group close to him to protect him, to give information about what was going wrong in the organization, and to keep a tally of friends and opponents. This was necessary because he had to know who should be assigned confidential and sensitive tasks and who could be trusted least with that kind of responsibility.
3. Self-appraisal and the capacity to see one's shortcomings are highly limited among Indians. Officers either lack confidence in themselves because they have feelings of rejection, or they compensate this by aggressive interpersonal relationships, or by becoming isolates. Perhaps the dependence created in childhood experiences makes personal evaluation threatening to many people and induces defensive behaviour such as rationalization, aggression, and in some extreme cases, regression (Chattopadhyay) .
This characteristic may be primarily responsible for the general failure of counselling programmes in organizations in India. This may also be responsible for the lack of team work and interdependence among the peer groups at work.
4. Non-acceptance of an individual as an individual is perceived as rejection by the superior. This characteristic is an aspect of what was discussed earlier concerning the need for personal relationships. Role behaviour is inextricably tied to the person-person relation ships. The more successful British officers in variably had a separate maintenance leader who kept the person-person relationships. The deputy secretary or the section officer in the government used to perform this maintenance role which is now rarely available because the significance of the maintenance role-the scapegoat-in the Indian situation has not been appreciated with the awareness that British officers had. Even if the earlier administrators did not recognize the significance of the maintenance role, they had to have a native confidante to establish communication with lower level employees. In Indian organizations we may need to provide maintenance roles and close relationships between officers and their staff at work levels to allay feelings of rejection among employees.
5. Most people have a strong need to be liked universally. For most supervisors it is difficult to hand out poor feedback to their subordinates. Giving poor feedback is a kind of betrayal of the individual and can be carried out only on instruction from the superiors. In doing so they would absolve themselves of adverse decisions and blame their superiors for not listening to their recommendations. This manner of communication is often seen by their superior as their inability to accept responsibility.
It may be so, but I think it is a more basic need to place the blame for bad things elsewhere. This tendency is common at all levels, and at the top the blame has to be often found with the government, trade unions, etc.
In one organization, from the way in which departmental heads gave feedback, the employees carried the impression that they had done well and that the few negative aspects of their performance communicated to them were of little significance and were purely incidental to their discussion. The departmental heads, on the contrary, wanted to communicate that shortcomings in many cases were much bigger than strengths. They were unable, however, to communicate direct to their subordinates on this matter.
In another organization even the general manager did not tell an employee that he was transferred to another station because the top management found him wanting in his job; the employee carried the impression that he was being sent to the new job because a great deal of work had to be done in this job and he alone could be trusted to do it. Only when this employee went to the managing director was he told the truth. In yet another organization, the general manager always communicated his displeasure to the employee through a third party, and whenever he was personally confronted by the concerned employee, he often compromised his earlier statements without changing his views about the employee. These patterns are typical of many organizations irrespective of their size and nature and suggest that face-to-face objective and adverse criticism in the Indian setting is extremely rare and also that the distinction between role and person is generally not made by the employee.
The failure of the appraisal system and the indifference of employees generally may not be due to the technical weaknesses of the design or the poor quality of the management. The lack of general acceptance of the appraisal system may have its basis in the noncongruence between the cultural norms-often unconscious -and the expectations or assumptions underlying the appraisal of the particular administrative system followed by the organization.
The failure of counselling programmes and almost total reluctance among managers in India to show their evaluation to subordinates may have their origin in the reluctance to bring bad news, or doing something which endangers one from being universally liked, besides the fear of reprisal from the trade unions.
The characteristics discussed here are not all unique to Indians and in some measure also exist in industrialized countries. There would also be differences between Indians depending upon their rural or urban background and the kind of child rearing practices in the families in which the employees have grown. Some patterns among Indians would, however, be common : emphasis on loyalty, emphasis on person-person rather than role-role relationships, and lack of capacity for self-appraisal. These characteristics are neither good nor bad. They are important for designing an appropriate appraisal system.
Are culturally-determined interaction patterns so dominant in organizational behaviour that performance appraisal system has to be tailored to cultural constraints? My own experience shows that the designer of an appraisal system can hardly disregard the culture or behavioural patterns of the employees who are affected by and react to the system developed by the management. These reactions are rooted in the employee's personality and the values imbibed in the process of growing up cannot be wished away by managements. They could change when social changes take place in the community life and the family life of the people. The acceptance of the system and therefore its effectiveness for the purpose for which it is evolved would depend upon how well the culture-dominant characteristics in the organization are included in design and in operating the system.
The employee responds to other people and to his environment through his own frame, a mental set. The sense of right and wrong would also correspond with the values that he acquires from his family and the community and he would derive satisfaction or otherwise from the feelings and sentiments that influence his perceptual world.
If the culture-bound responses of employees are ignored in developing a performance appraisal system, its success would be limited on the one hand while, on the other, the employees would be further alienated. If the assumptions made in this paper about organizational behaviour are valid, the appraisal system would have to take these characteristics into account in developing the system. Change in these patterns would perhaps come over time if greater trust and confidence is built up between all levels of employees in the organization, and this can be done only if the employees feel that the management policies take into account the sentiments and feelings of the employees (Dayal, 1975) .
It would indeed be desirable to test systematically the patterns of behaviour discussed here through research studies. Assuming observational validity of these behavioural and attitudinal characteristics, implications of these for designing an appraisal system are many.
The emphasis on person-person as against role-role relationships, loyalty, and lack of selfappraisal, suggests the kind of administrative practices and leadership required in the Indian situation. It also has implications for authority and peer relationships and on the kinds of control system that may be suitable.
an exaggerated perception of one's contribution is induced partly by the understandable need to impress the superior in an environment where authority appears almost omnipotent and partly to the individual's strong need to compensate his dependence on authority. And because the exaggeration is based on certain inner needs, or psychological compensation, the attempt by the superior to cut the subordinate's achievement to size become threatening to the individual, and he is likely to feel rejected by his superior.
4. Feedback of poor performance would rarely be given by the superior, and in our situation it may also handicap development of person-person relationship. Counselling by the immediate superior doesn't seem to fit well with the expectations of the employees. Perhaps feedback and counselling of whatever nature is required should be given at two or three levels removed from the immediate supervisor.
5. Loyalty in the Indian environment needs to be recognized in some ways because it is very strongly valued in our social environ ment. It is difficult to know how the contradictory demands of rewarding work and rewarding loyalty should be reconciled. It appears, how ever, that disregarding loyalty as a value in the Indian context would make the acceptance of the appraisal more difficult. Two solutions are possible:
a. Loyalty is considered a relevant factor in appraisal at junior levels of supervision be cause the probability is higher that employees at this level would expect loyalty as an important factor in work performance and may be less able to distinguish between person and role relationship.
b. Some objective indices of loyalty might be determined to minimize the discrimination in rating on loyalty by the supervisor. I doubt if loyalty as a value can be ignored at levels where a large number of employees may come from rural backgrounds. In many corporations about 30-40 per cent officers come from either rural or closely knit joint family environments. I am fully conscious of the speculative nature of my inferences about the culture and its influence on the design and operation of appraisal systems. I hope this discussion will stimulate some people to test the various propositions in field researches and ultimately provide some insights on how cultural patterns influence administrative systems in non-industrial societies.
Summary
In spite of the many difficulties and pitfalls of designing and operating performance appraisal systems, they are necessary and since appraisal cannot be ignored, we need to examine how the system can be improved.
This paper reviews the three most important problem areas in performance appraisal : the technical problems relating to developing the system; problems relating to the appraiser; and those relating to the appraisee. Secondly, some of the more common characteristics of people in organizations are discussed. These patterns of behaviour have their roots in the Indian culture and the employee consciously and unconsciously internalizes these patterns : they become a part of reality as far as the employee is concerned. Hence it is suggested that the designing of the appraisal system must take into account these expectations or the objective reality of the situation as the employee sees it. The paper discusses some implications of the culture-bound behavioural patterns on the design of appraisal systems.
The analyses made in this paper both about the culture-bound patterns of behaviour and their influence on behaviour are speculative and are based on the observation and experience of the author. These speculations are put on paper with the hope that they would evoke sufficient interest among teachers and managers to test the propositions made here.
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